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Abstract L )

- Direct and repgated measurement of academic performance in the ) )
curriculum 1is aﬁ alternative to traditional referral anfd assessment

models used in psychoeducatf%ﬁa] evaluation. This study contrasted a

screening and referral prbcedure that used weekly measurement of

pnrfonmance__4n__neadgpgT__speJlang,__and__wnliten“_expneSSJDn__wlihVAA

traditional teacher referral procedure. The groups were comparéd with
- > ’ .
trespect fo referral rate, cognitive functioning, achievement level,

social behdvior, sex -differences, - §nd identification as 1earn1ng
disabled. 'The number of studgnts refer;ed through week}yrmeaSuremeni'

~ was similar to those réfprred by teachers. In additjon, the results
indicated fhat écgdemic_achievement is almost the nge c?iterion used. .

in teacher referral, although teacher-referred studerts appeared to be

more likely to be rated as- behavior problems. Finally, students S

referred through weekly achievement measurement were as likely to have
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an aptitude-achievement‘discrebancy as students referred by teachers. o 1
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’ /7 Diréct and Repeated Measurement of Academic SkiTis: - An
A]ternaqibe ta'Traditiona1 Screening, Referral, and
t &

Identification of Learning Disabled Students

fhe role of bias in the referral and ident{fication decision-

making process in special educat1on currently receives much.attention,

S1gn1f1cant factors that appear to afFect the referral prdcess. include

the 1nf1uence of student character1st1cs upon  teacher-pupil

1nteract1ons, the effect of current placement team decisioﬁ;making

g

Y

pract1ces and the impact of i;stitutional constraints and éxternal
pressures. ‘ \

It would appear that‘ several kinds of pupil characféristics-
différentially affect Feacher-ppe}}- interactions and diagnpstié
outcomes,.  Socioeconomic status of the student significantly affects

‘;;;qher prediction of pgpi]'perforﬁamce {Miller, McLaughlin, Haddon, &
" Chansky, 1968): Teacher predictioﬁs‘ also have been shown to be

affected by the sex of the student (Jackson & Lahaderne; 1967;.

| Schlosser -& Algozzine, 1979).  Another naturally-occurring student '

. Characteristic that influences teacher-pupil interactions and

‘diégnostic outcomes is physical attractiyeness‘(Berscheid & Walster,®
1974; Ross & Safvia, 1975).

Placement team practices aiso contribute bias t6 the referral and

identification decision-making process. In a study of simulated

mr M AM s wE o w e e s b W e s st - Ak s b N e i s S MR b Ak T e b s N At R it 0508 N a2 et e o 0 3 My Wt e T & e

decision mak1ng, Ysseldyke, A]gozz1ne, Regan, and Potter (1980)

determined that school pérsonne] frequently " selected technically
. ' '
f?ﬁédequate assessmept procedures. The decision makers also tended to

. ¢
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identify pup1Js as emot1ona11y d1sturbed, us1ng teacher comp1a1nts as ¢ L

‘

the sole bas1s for d1agnos1s and d1sregard1ng behav1ora1 assessment w0 .

‘\

data ‘(Ysse]dyke & A190221ne in press). In add1t1on, ,51% of the

<
.
) ) N .

- deC1s1on makers pronbunced a,norma] student_with average performance k

on ,achievement and,. intellectual’ measures~ as e11g1b1e for speC1a1

»

educat1on serv1ces,(A1gdzziae & Ysseldyke, 1981).' Invest1gation of

decisions made by placement’ teams further demonstrated v1rtua11y no
relationship between the assessmept data spbmitted at team meetings
‘ and the decisions reached by the‘teams (Ysse1dyke, A]gazzine, Richey,
& Graden,- 1982). Finally, in a survey of Colorado LD programs,
Shepard and Smith (1981) found that 45%’of the students served did not
meetithehstate.p1acement requirements. ‘
Christeqson, Ysse1eyke, and A]dezzine (1981) reported that many-
types of institqtiona] ‘constraipts and externa) pressures bias‘\tHe
referra1 and ideﬁtification decision-making process. Referral rates
vary with® the guidelines established by the school djstritt, the -

>

perceived competence of the person receiving the referral, the kind of

referral form used, and the amount of paperwork required, as Qe]] as
teachert attitudes and theéretica] beltefs. Referral - and

. identificafion rates are also a function of external pressures such as .
the sociopo]itita] é1irate, external agency inf]uenees, federal and
state guidelines, and parental pressure. ‘

. - In all, the many biases operat1ng in referra] and 1dent1f1cat10n

vt FE O —— — [ o e e T o e

procedures contr1bute.con51derab1e variability to the‘process. Glass .

(1981) regarded current diagnostic procedures as arbitrary, while

Scriven (1981) labeled them a "diagnostic scandal." Because
. . 7 . .




. 3f referral, one based upon cont1nuousA

' compared with the traditionaT, teacher 1n
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v1ncons1stency is s0 prevalent the verac1ty of the current apﬁ?oach is
A

-

o

questloned and a]ternat1ves are sought

One potential cand'

3

3 »
performance measurement of the stibdent's iacademic skills {(Lovitt,

1967). For purposes of detehmining a Child%s eligibility for special

educat1on Jenkins,.Deho, and Mirkin‘(1979faproposed that continuous

“the use% of direct and frequent

H

companed. to minimal acceptab]% ,performani' in this area.  The

concurrent validity of such measuremen;, procedures has been

1

estab11shed for the number of words read cor% ct]y in one minute from

a. basal reader (Deno, M1rk1n, Chiang, & Lowgy, 1982), the number of

Lt f
correctly spelled words from dictated 1istgi(0eno, Mirkin, Lowry, &

Kuehnle, 1980), and.the total number 6f w}rds written on a story
\"starter (Deno, Marston, & Mirkin, 1982). Howiver the appropriateness

" of the techniques for usé in referral and o

¢

-

not yet been.confirmed

..

. The intent of th1s study was to pﬂot t%st an a]ternatwe methoo'

waluation of‘ obJect1ve

. 5'}assroom data... Emp]oy1ng a set of pro 3dures deve?oped .at= the

> Un1yers1ty of: M1nnesota Inst1tute for$: hese@rch . on Learn1ng

; \ -

'? es Were 1mp1emented in
- T : &.:, . QN

f1ve e1ementary schoo]s. Referra]s made u ng this system then were

»

ﬁated referral mode] We

oy e S S o
hypothes1zad that’ referrals made with the ngr obJect1ve system would
: . > 3

] decisions.

be free of the factors often b1as1ng referr
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e ;. ' " Method
Suhjects ...*"

Three referra] groups were compared. Group I referrals. were .

.. -

1dent1f1ed wvth ‘the continuous evaluation model. These subjeEts were
N

.*refenred from amgng a group of "h1gh r1sk" students selected from the

'poputat1on of students at flve e]smentary schoo]s because they had

s

s

scored “at -or below the I5th percent11e on a measure of wr1tten
expression The\h1gh r1sk students were tested weekly on meﬁsures of
readdng;' spe111ng, and_\wrttten expression; referral dec1s10ns were
made on the basis of Fﬁé%ﬂ performance. érouﬁ‘ll subjects were from
the same'tive e]ementaryxschools aé the Group I referrals, but were
referned as a:resuft‘of ‘the traditional teacher referral process.

Subjeéts in Group;IILﬂafsofﬁere teacher rdferred. However, the home

\'éiementary'school.for these referred subjects was different from the

Group I and 1II schools ’ 3

All e]ementary schools 1nc1uded in the study were located within

- " ’ 3 -

a: 50 mile radius of a 1arge'metr0pol1tan area 1n the Midwest. The

[ 4

schoo]s generally were 1ocated 1n-§%a1T town, rural sett1ngs ' Only
third through sixth grade students were included in the study School
populatlons ranged from 110 to 696 ”

-

Procedures $ ‘ ‘ )

N

Group I referrals. «Third, fourth, fifth, and sixth graders

(n=1374)-from . five elementary schodls were screened in early September

.

" using a measure of w:ﬁtten5 expression, a procedure tRat] “has
, . . € b,

v -
.

'successfulhy differentiated\tu and non-LD students (Deno, Marston, &
) ¥

wﬁjfki”t 1982). Huring the-screening‘phase? each student was given two

-

*
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story starters and -asked to write a brief story for each. Students

\* ~

given three' minutes to wrifé each composition, Only the

I

jitions from the sécond administration were scored and analyzed;

the f{r‘t administfétion!was considered to be practice on the task.

v

The §econﬂ étory,starter statéd, "Long, long ago in a-distant galaxy

the evil forces were...." The 'nugber of words written on the

4\ -
N W

‘composition  then”was tabulated for egg? studént, Parents of those
students whg sqfred in the lowest 15%. for their grade on total words

written and who had no history.of previous special services were then

asked for permiséﬁon to have their son/daughter pdrticipate in, he

direct measurement phase of the study. The 15th.percentile cotoffs
fog each gréde 1evéf a;e found in-Table 1. Parental -permission was,
received fd; IOZ‘studfnts from the five schools; inc!uded were - 33
third grade;s, 25 fourth graders, 27 fifth graders, and 22 sixth

draders. Seventy of the "high-risk" students were males and 37 were

females.

B R R R e e

Weekly, direct measurement_ for the high=risk population Began in

’ [

fhe first wegk of October and continued for ten weeks. Eaeh week the
107- students were “askpd to complete a reading, spelling, and writing

task administered by the schools! special education teachers. Student

’

performance then wds scored and the data for each academic area were

‘ L g

plotted on a graph.

For the reading task, each child was asked fo read a list oﬁ&

. . *
.




<
hn

w\ - .
6 -
words randomly selected from the third grade level of the

Harris-Jacopson (1972) word 1list. FEach week the student was given a

different-1ist and asked to read aloud for one minute. The number of

words read correctly then were counted and charted on graph’ paper.

—— e

Words randomly selected from the " third " grade Jevel of the

*

Harris-Jacobson (1972) word list also were yséd for the spelling task.

-4 - —

Students were dictated 20 words over a five-minute pe}iod (one every

15 seconds) each week. %eachers then counted theinumber of words

<

spe]]ed correctly and charted the results for each child on a grapH.

<t

D1rect measurement of written expression consisted of
[}

administering a dlfferent story starter each week. The total number
A}

of words written on each compositipn was charted on a graph.

v hd )

Information gathered on the 107 students during the measurement
‘phase was used to make group I referrals midway through the - 10«qr-/
measurement period and again after 10 weeks. Three modets were used
to generate referrals: the standard deviation modef, the grade‘
discrepanCy mode1, and the performance discrepancy model.

In the standard deviation model,jja student met the referfa?/’fiis
criterion if ne/she' performed‘ at a level more than two standard
deviations (SD) bejou the mean for hisYher grade 1eve1 on either the.
reading, Asoe]]ing, or wrt?‘gw expression measures, Since this.
criterion forhthird graders resulted in a negatiue,number for reading,

1 1/2 SD below the mean was used for, this grade teveT, for reading
oniy. '

Rather than use grade means firom data collected from different

parts of the country, a set of local norms was-established for use ih

Ay
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the ‘st andard deviation m6del. Forty students, 10 each from gradés 3, .

" 4, 5; and 6, were selected randomly from, one of . the schools
participating in the study., The mean scoreg of,the:students from each . YN
of these grades were used to set the crﬁteri; of. 2 SD below the mean.
The‘specific referna]hcriteria for each grade are shown in Table Z.J

Unfortupately, two subjects were lost when establishing the sixth

grade nqrms.'HThis factor may account for the depressian—in the sixth

grade means, which in past studies have been ‘superior to fifth grade o

[ means (Deno, Marston, & Mirkin, 1982; Deno, Mirkin, & Chiang, in

L 4

press).

The performahcs discrepancy mo&e]kfocused on theﬂéhiid who was at
least 50% discrepant from his/her grade level mean, Again, a set of
local norms was used\;o establish referral criteria within this model.

For ‘examp1e, a fourfh grader meets Epe criteria for wé}ds read;
correctly if be/shé is 50% discrepant, from the fdurth grade mean of
74.5. This—chi1d must be reading at a ra{é of‘37.25 dr 1ess words ”i'

"correct on the reading measure to be referred, Referral’criteria.for:™ v : .

the perébrmance discképandw model are given in Table 3. -

, Insert Table 3 affout here ° ' o .
Y\ The third model, the grade discrepanc} model, also Was used to S

-t ¥ ‘ k : s :
make referrals. Using this model a child ig eligible for reﬁgrra] ifu




‘f he/she functions at a level less than the mean p@??ormance level of
stuydents two . grade 1eveis 5e1ow the $tudent's own grade Tlevel,

Spelling is not included in this model because descriptive data were .

. .

not available for all gréde levels. ~Criteria for this model were

P

established from previo@ﬁ research (Mﬁr;ton7 Lowry, Deno, Mirkin,
M 1s . \ '
~.,. . * Sindelar, & Jenkjns, 19@%). Referral criteria are iggnd in Table 4,

3

------------------------------
A

As noted prev%ous]y, the three ?eferra]/:node]s were useﬂ to
‘examine the mean perfo;maﬁce of each of the 107 Figh-risk students
five Weeks'jnto the measurement period.\~Given that a student, would ‘ »
not be referred for spelling under the grade discrepancy mogel, there
_ w;re eight possible criteria: standard deviation —criterion for
reading, érade disg?epancy - criterion for reading, performance
? " {Jiscrepancy criterion for readiﬁg, standard deviation criterion for
C spelling, performance discrepancy criterion for\spe]h‘ng3 ‘sthndard

deviation Ccriterion for written expression,. grade - discrepanty

criterion for writing, and performance criterion for writing.

A frequency distribution of the numbers of students meeting one

¢

orzﬁgre referral criteria is displayed in Figure 1. Based on this
distribution, a rule was established that. only students who met four

or more referral criteria (at least 50% of those possiB]e) would be

, N o considered'for referral at the five-week review. Using this rule, 16
of the 107 students (15%) were referred to the school psychologists at "
* the midway point of th; study. \ B
~ . - R . -
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. Insert Figure 1 about here

a .
’
4

At‘thq'end of IO'aeeks of @eakurement in reading, spelling, and
(‘examined to determine referral e11'g1'b1'11'ty At this point,- the
standard dev1at1on model was used 1n preference to the performance
discrepancy mode1 Since the Jatter model seemed to over~c1ass1fy the
yodnger students (i.e., 16 of the 33 third graders met the referral
criterion in reading). To employ the standard Yeviation model at the
do-week point, Tlocal ndrm§ again were developed us%ng data collected

at the end of the project from 38 randomly’selected students. “The

yritten.,exprgs;igh, perfonmancés of tﬁe 107 students again were
|
|
|
|

1dcal norms were used with the’ added stipulation that & student had to -

qualify 'in at least two of th?ee academic -areas to be referred. .

Figure 2 is i]}ustrative of the performance of two fourth grade .

“students éssessed with the dlternative referral modelr The referral

critér;dn for fourth grade séudgnts was performance at or below 35.1
Qordq cprrect: ‘Student A read an average of 50 wonds correct per;
.minute and was rot re}erred fo} learning disabilities assessment.

-

Student B, however, averaged 17 words per minute and wagreferred.

At the end of 10 weeks, 36- students were referred.. Included in

“.

thig\group were the 16 students origina]]} refefred at fiye weeks.

_, Their performance during the second five-week period further confirmed

‘ ' [N
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their eligibility for referral. The average grade level of ‘the 36

students was 4.6. In all, 31% of the high risk popu]étion (n=107) was

referred, and 2.4% of the elementary population originally screened

(n=¥374) met the referral criteria.

S

Group I’ referrals. G}oup 11 referrals were students from the

same five e1emétary.schoo1s who were referred for LD services by their

teachers. According to district guidelines, teachers first had to

.

initiaté‘ap-intervention with a bbtentia] candidate forvreferrai. If
the intervention p1an'fpi1ed, the student could then be referred for
psychoeducational evaluation.  Of the 1374 students in “grades 3
through 6, 25 -(1.8%) were  referred for 1earning-;disabi1ities
assessment by 'the{r teacher§4 The average grade Tlevel of these
studentglwas‘4.8.

. - Group III referrals. The GrOub 111 referrals also were students

who had been referred by their teacHérs.‘ These students, however;

were enro]]ed in a sixth e1emehtary school that repre;ented a non-
equivalent cpntro].group.' Fifteen of the 896 students in grades 3-6
in this school (1.7%) ‘were referreg by teachers for psychoeducational
eva]uation.uwThe average grade level for these students was 4.8.

Data Analysis

.
’

. To compare gptdtyde and -qqhievement charactgristigs of ‘the
refer;ed students, the results of ;tandard?zed tests admimistefep to
each referred student were examined. ' Fifty-nine of the 66 referrqd
students (those LfoF' whom' parental permjssion was obtained) were .
administered tﬁefTestS'oﬁ Cognitive Ability and,AchievemenE from* the

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Edugationa1 Battery . [Woodcock & Johnson,

1y
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1977)." Aptitude-achievement difference scores and percentile ranks

- _were’€xamined..

'1 To assess the social beheviers of the referred students, the
Dn?hary 'teacheré for children in groups I and Il were asked to
CQmp1ete a soc1a1 behavior rating sca]e, the School Behavior Profile
q(8a1ow & Rubwn 1974). The mean school behavior ratings for Groups I
and 11° were examined with a t test analysis.

‘. . Results

°
»

.. e
Cognitive Ability

.rv

e The intellectual fnnctioning of the group I, II, end I11

‘*Feferréﬂs,wés measured with the Tests of Cognitive Ability from the

H -,

: Woodéoék;dohnsqn Psycho-Educational Battery (WJPEB). Group I was

Qontfaéted witn both group II and group IIl in separate t test
ana]yses using percentwle ranés as the dependent varwab]e As may be
*seen in Table 5, there were no. ‘reliable mean differences for each
cdnparisqn on .the .WJPEB Full Scale, Reading Aptitude, Math Aptitude,
and“Wriiten Language Aptitude cluster scores:

g - o A i = - - ~ {

Insert Table 5 aboue’here

- - - —p - - -

Academic Achievement . .

School echievement of the referrals from groups I, II, and III
was assessed with the WJPEB achievement tests of Reading, Math, and
Written Language. }The data presented in Table 6 Jnd1cate that of the

Six compqr1sons of mean percentile rank scores, only the means of

groups I and III on the Math cluster differed significantly (t=2.07,

1y




)

12

Aptitudg;Achievement Discrepancies

Wéek1y measurement rgferra] students (group I) also were compared

to the teacher referral students -{groups Il. and III) oh WJPEB
aptitude-achievement discrepancy scores.. The meanscluster difference
scores for the comparison groups are f?und in Table 7. Again, there

were no significant differences between groups I and IT. For groups I

and 111, only the difference in Math was significant (t=2.17, p=.04).

.
Lo g I e
e E
<

Insert Table 7 about here ‘ |

“ -

________ o s - - - - s - -

‘e

Social Behavior

Teachers of the students in groups I' and II were asked to
complete Balow and Rubin's (1974) School Behavior Profile. Low scores
(ratings) are indicative of behavior problems in school. Group I and
I1 students did not diffe; signjficant?y on the school behavior
measure. The mean‘rating for group. I referrals was 182.0; for group
11 referrals, the mean rating was 177.3 (t=.60, p=.43).

1

Sex N

R

The influence of the student's sex also was'examined. It was

noted that 80% of the teacher referrals (group II) were males, while

66% of those reférred from weekly measurﬂméﬁt data were male. Using

expected frequencies based ugsn equal distribution of the sexes, a

N 17
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chi-square analysis indicated that the distribution of sexes “in group
I met normal assumptions (x2=2.41,'_g < £10). However, the same
analysis of Group Il suggested that m@1q§ were referred more often

than wauld be expected (x2=9.84, §‘<.005){

. Additionally, sex differénces in school behavior within the
~referral groups -were studie&. Males in referral grdhps I and II

received ‘equivalent ratings (group I X.= 180.7, group II X = 182.8).'

3

Group Il females, however, were rated differently from Group I female
referrals. (group I X = 184.3, group II X = 154.0). Thqse four group

means were tested with a two-waylana]ysis of variance. As shown in

w .

Table 8, the unique contribution of the sex and referral factorsato,

]

the variance of school behavior scores wad not significant. However,
the interaction of - sex and referfa] group approached significance
(F=3.30, p=.08). ,

Insert Table 8 about here

E]igibi]itx 3 .
A" tinal result of interest is the extent to which the school

district decided to categorize group I and Il referrals as learning

2

disabled. Five of the group I referrals were declared eligible for LD.

services while 11 of the group II réeferrals were declared eligible for

LD services. The school district spec#fies that only children
demonstrating a 20-point discrepancy on - the Woodcock-Johnson

Psycho-Educational Battery ability -and achievement clusters ‘in one or

more areas may be declared eligible for LD services. Of the five
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group I referrals identified as LD, 80% met the district LD criterion,

whereas only 36% of the growp II referrals (n=11) identified as LD met

L

_the criterion. B : o .

) . Discussion ‘ - -
. ) —_— \ * - ~
The comparison of the traditional, teacher-referral process with

an alternative model based upon week]& ‘measurement of academic

behaviors fostered four significant findings.  .First, the
1] ' n »
approximately equivalent and low performance of both groups of

-

‘referred students on the aptitude*and achievement measures assures us

that students identified by the continuous evaluation process are
likely candidates for referral. If continuous evaluation had g%]ected
students performing better than teaghef referrafs, considérap]e qoubf
concerning the utility of the procedures would be e&pressed.

Second, it appears that the distribution of males and females is
more even when the continuous eve]uation que] ié’used{for re?erray.“
This finding is signi%icant only if one is willing to assume that
males and femaes share equd]l pfobaBi]ities of having learning
difficulties, | . -

Third, the data suggest that behavior influences -teacﬁers' (
referral decision about females. A1th6ugh the statistical test only.
approached significance, teacher-referred females were rated as having

L

more behavior difficulties than females referred in\thspsame classroom
" > » kY

through _the continuous evaJuation model. Thiscfiﬁding, q]though it

N dées not extend to males, indicates that“the teacher referral process
for aéadeMic problems is subject to the biasing influence of the
student's behavior.

«

[y

1y | ‘ .
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'Fin$]1y, -{t was evident Ehaq referrals made by feachers were
treéfei .different1y than those referrals - made from continyous
evaluation criteria. As pointed ;ut earlier, about one' third of the
teacher-referred students who were ideh%ified as LD met” ‘the
established district é?fierion for entrance into 1eafning disabi]itj

‘programs, while about 50% of the referrals from the continuous
éva]uation model that were 1apeléd LD mgt‘ the criterion. One
conclusion to be drawn from this finding\is that teacher referrals
receive differential treatment. (or perhaps bias) in the decision-
making process. It appears that 64% of group II students were labeled
LD for reasons other tﬁan those spec%fied in the estab1{sped
guidé]ine;lgfhese ﬁnideqtified reasons, however, did not contribute to
the deci;ion-makkng process for the Eontinuous evaluation referrals.
IE may be that the;continuous evaluation #éferra]_systém creates.more
consisteﬁcy in the assessment process: '

In summary, the continuous evaluation model compareQ favorably
with fhe'teacher-referra1 process. It refers approximately the same
number of students and appears to negate the influence of factors that
often bias assessment (e.@.,bsex, social behavior). Such an endeavor
is not the first. of .ts kind, Magliocca, Rinaldi, Crew, and

/ .
Kunzelmann (1977) used a similar §ystem in Baltimore to refer students
in preschbo] classes. ‘These authors suggested that their procedures
' were nondiscriminatory. The favorable outcomes reported here ang_in
-~

efficacious .approach to making}referra] decisions. Additionally,

weekly measurement of academic skills includes the. benefits of |

)

T Baltimore suggest that weekly measurement is a- febsib]e and'
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measuring ‘progress on Individual Education Plan goals (Jenkins, Deno,

& Mirkin, 1979). 1In all, the continuous evaluation model holds great

f

promise for assessing students with special learning problems.

"
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\ Table 1
' , a Screening Cr‘iteria for Total Words Wrjitten
‘ %
Sample Cut-0ff for
Grade Size Mean 15th Percentike
3 729 17.7 9
c 4 724 22.7 2
' 5 896 . 30.5 19
6 870 ‘36.4 - 28
=

'\1/ .




Table 2
,\

Standard Deviation Medel Referral Critgria f

Spelling, and Written Express'iona

or Reading, -
L4

-

K

1

B

Words Read Words ipel]ed Total Words
Correctly Correctly Written
_ Referral Referral % " Referral
_Grade Mean SD Criteria Mean _SD Critéria Mean SD Criteria
. PPy -

)

=3 47.1 241 11.0 1.6 4.3° 3.0

~4 - 74,5 19.7 35.1 144 3.2 8.0

-

5 77.0 24.4 28.2 17.0 2.9 11.2

6 73.1 21.5 30.1 16.7 2.1 12.5
. b

3.6 9.7
43.1 11.0
391" 7.3

3373 8.0 17.3

dkor referral under this model, the child must be at
grade level mean. '

least 2 SD'below the
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A Table 3
© . Performance Discrepancy Model Referral Criteria for Reéding,
. IR N .
Spelling, and Written Expressiona
’ ‘ ' ’ . ‘
- PR
. —~ Words Read Words Spelled Total Words
ro Correctly Correctly Written
,50% ’ 50% , 50%
Grade Mean Discrepancy , Mean Discrepancy Mean Discrepancy
. 3 47 1 23.6 , 116 5.8 33.3 16.7
4 74.5 37.3 14.4 7.2 . 36.6 18.3
5 . <71.0 385 17.0 8.5 431 - 21.6
6 73.1° 36.6 16.7 8:4 | 39.1 19.6
dFor yeferral under this model, the child must be at Teast 50%
discrepant from the grade level mean.
)
P »
g A
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RPN e Table 4 '
C e ~ Grade Discrepancy Model Referral Criteria for
. . 4 Reading and Written Expressiona
X ‘
" Co Words Read Total Words
Grade T Correctly Written
oo 3 : ©33 5.5
R . 282 © d48.0 ¢
\ 5 . .
.5 ' 51.4 30.8
6 61.5 : 35.2°
.
dcor referral ‘under this model, the child must be at least 2
. grades below his/her placement. i s
. * .
. A ’ u
‘ \
« \“ - . ‘ f —
fv . 1y \ . -
’ N - L ,
t ' " ‘
/ \ . '
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J Table 5
Analysis of Mean Percentile Ranks of Groups I, IT, and
, ' ‘-a, _
" 111 on Woodcock-Johnson Aptitude Clusters®
Méan . B
Cluster %ile Rank - t p
Full Scale
Group I1 28.6
. 70 .489 |
Group 1 33.0 )
. \ ' 18 .858
Group 111 34.3
> §
‘Reading '
Group. 11 33.2 . )
.43 . 666
Group I + 36.4
b .57 .569
Group III 40.3
Math
Group II 28.1
. 77 . 446
: Grogp I 33.6 . .
. . - ' 14 .891
Group II1 34.5
Written Lanquage / ' i
Group I 31.4 |
' .19 .853
Group1 . _ - 7 ’ 32.6 .
. 954

, , (06 .
GroupiIII ‘ 32.2 .

AN

8amples foy groups were 23 (Grbup 1), 25 (G}oup 1I), and 22
(Group I11). - g

‘bAna1ysis compared the ranks of Groups I and II and the ranks of

Groups I and III.
\ v

A\l T
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Table 6
Analysis of Mean Aptitude-Achievément Difference Scores ‘
of Groups I, II, énd II1 on Woodcock-Johnson )
Psycho-Educational Batterya
Aptitude-Achievement Mean ’ b
Difference Score %ile Rank . to p
Reading )
. Group 11 T -4.5 |
. o .87 .388
Group I - -8.1
, ' .64 .526
Group I1I -8.8
Math
» . '
. Group Il - .7 -
) . ' : .20 .839
Grodp I~ g -1.1 -
' ‘ ' v 2.17 .036
. Group I1I -9.2 . .
Written Language ‘ _
N [ Group II -4.5 r
T, ‘ 1.18 .243
. Group I -5.3 . \
~ \ .93 .362
1 Group IIT - ) -8.6
8samples for groups were 23 (Group I), 25 (Group II), and 22
i (Group III). . .
bAnaiysis compared the ranks of Groups I and II and the ranks * N

of Groups I and III.




. Table 7~

Analysis of Mean Percentile Ranks of Groups I, II, and

111 on Woodcock-Johnson Achievement Clusters?

*

Mean Ty
Cluster ’ . %ile Rank t p
Reading
Group II 30.2
. ] 52 . .507
Group I \ 27.6 )
1.15 . 258
Group III 22.5
Math
Group . 341 i
. .40 .694
Group I - 36.9
‘ 2.07 .045.
. Gﬁoup ITl 23.1
Written Language
Group” 11 ' 23.7 .
‘ } 77 .447
Group I / « 27.3
7 ) : .78 .442
- Group II] 23.0 '

aSamples for groups were 23 (Grbup 1), 25 (Group II), and 22
(Group I11).

Ana]ys1s compared the ranks of Groups I and II and the ranks
of Groups I and 111,

rs
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Table 8

Two-Way ANOVA for Dgpendenf Variable Social Behavior with Referral

M -
Status ‘and Sex as Independent.Variables

4
-~

Degrees of Mean

Source of
Variance Freedom Squares F-Va]ue.a Significance
Referral 1 : 442 1 .64 . 427
s +
Sex 1 1141.3 J 1 65 205
Interaction 1 2270.0 3.30 .076 ’
Residual a3 688.5
<
\
[
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